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MD045

MD045–1 Alternatives

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s opposition to siting the proposed
surplus plutonium disposition facilities at Pantex.  As described in
Chapter 4 of Volume I and summarized in Section 2.18, potential impacts
of any of the proposed activities during routine operations at any of the
candidate sites would likely be minor.  To avoid contamination that has
occurred in the past at some DOE sites, DOE would design, build, and
operate the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities in compliance
with today’s environmental, safety, and health requirements.  Decisions
on the surplus plutonium disposition program at Pantex will be based
upon environmental analyses, technical and cost reports, national policy
and nonproliferation considerations, and public input.  DOE will announce
its decisions regarding facility siting and approach to surplus plutonium
disposition in the SPD EIS ROD.

MD045–2 Human Health Risk

Although Pantex is smaller in overall size in comparison with the other
candidate sites, analyses in Chapter 4 of Volume I indicate that impacts of
operating the pit conversion facility on health, safety, and the environment
at Pantex would likely be minor (e.g., see Section 4.6).

While it is true that the pit conversion facility is the first consolidated
facility for accomplishing this mission on a large scale, the processes that
would be used in this facility are not entirely new.  Many of these processes
are in use at LANL and LLNL.  In addition, DOE has recently started a pit
disassembly and conversion demonstration project at LANL, where
processes will be further developed and tested.

Section 4.26.3.2 analyzes impacts to the environment (including
contamination to the Ogallala aquifer) due to construction and normal
operation of a pit conversion facility at Pantex.  There would be no
discernible contamination of aquatic biota (fish) or drinking water, either
from the deposition of minute quantities of airborne contaminants into
small water bodies or from potential wastewater releases.  Therefore, it is
estimated that no measurable component of the public dose would be
attributable to liquid pathways.  Appendix J.3 includes an analysis of
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potential contamination of agricultural products and livestock and
consumption of these products by persons living within an 80-km (50-mi)
radius of Pantex.  If the proposed surplus plutonium disposition facilities
were located at Pantex, a very small incremental annual dose to the
surrounding public from normal operations would result via radiological
emission deposition on agricultural products (i.e., food ingestion
pathway).  This dose (about 0.56 person-rem/yr) would be 0.0006 percent
of the dose that would be incurred annually from natural background
radiation.  This analysis indicates that impacts of operating the pit
conversion facility on agricultural products, livestock, and human health
at Pantex would likely be minor.

MD045–3 Human Health Risk

It is DOE policy to operate in compliance with all applicable air quality
requirements and to protect human health and the environment.  DOE
takes into consideration pollution reduction techniques to minimize air
releases when designing, constructing, and operating its facilities.  It
also considers aesthetic and scenic resources in the design, location,
construction, and operation of facilities.  Potential concentrations of air
pollutants at Pantex for the various alternatives have been estimated,
considering appropriate local meteorology and other data associated with
the area.  Because the releases from the pit conversion and MOX facilities
would be very small (see Appendix J.3.1.4), estimates of resultant
radiological health risks are small.  As indicated in Section 4.17.2.4, the
maximum possible dose delivered to a member of the public during
operations of the MOX and pit conversion facilities at Pantex would be
0.068 mrem/yr, 0.02 percent of the dose that individual would receive
annually from natural background radiation.  The estimated dose to the
public from radiological emissions (e.g., americium, tritium, and plutonium)
would be 0.077 person-rem/yr which would result in an increase of
2.9x10-3 LCFs over the 10-year operating life of the pit conversion facility.
Any new facilities that might be built would be within existing site
boundaries, and would be matched aesthetically with the current plant to
limit potential visual impacts.
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MD045–4 DOE Policy

DOE acknowledges the commentor’s concern regarding the safe storage
of plutonium pits at Pantex.  DOE is committed to the safe, secure storage
of pits and is evaluating options for upgrades to Pantex Zone 4 facilities
to address plutonium storage requirements.  DOE has addressed some of
the commentor’s concerns in an environmental review concerning the
repackaging of Pantex pits into a more robust container.  This evaluation
is documented in the Supplement Analysis for: Final Environmental
Impact Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components—AL–R8 Sealed
Insert Container (August 1998).  This document is on the MD Web site
at http://www.doe-md.com.  Based on this supplement analysis, the
decision was made to repackage pits at Pantex into the AL–R8 sealed
insert container and to discontinue plans to repackage pits into the
AT–400A container.

Worker exposures estimates attributable to the decision to repackage
pits in AL–R8 sealed insert containers were incorporated in the revised
Section 2.18 and Appendix L.5.1.

The issues raised in this comment relate to pit storage decisions made in
the Storage and Disposition PEIS and the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for the Continued Operation of the Pantex Plant and
Associated Storage of Nuclear Weapon Components (DOE/EIS-0225,
November 1996).  DOE is considering leaving the repackaged surplus
pits in Zone 4 at Pantex for long-term storage.  An appropriate
environmental review will be conducted when the specific proposal for
this change has been developed, addressing, for example, whether
additional magazines need to be air-conditioned.  The analysis in this
SPD EIS assumes that the surplus pits are stored in Zone 12 in accordance
with the ROD for the Storage and Disposition PEIS.

MD045–5 Nonproliferation

The goal of the surplus plutonium disposition program is to reduce the
threat of nuclear weapons proliferation worldwide by conducting
disposition of surplus plutonium in the United States in an
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environmentally safe and timely manner.  In late July 1998, Vice President
Gore and Russian Prime Minister Sergei Kiriyenko signed a 5-year
agreement to provide the scientific and technical basis for decisions
concerning how surplus plutonium will be managed.  This agreement
enables the two countries to explore mutually acceptable strategies for
safeguarding and dispositioning surplus plutonium.  During the first week
of September 1998, Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin held a Moscow summit
and signed a statement of principles with the intention of removing
approximately 50 t (55 tons) of plutonium from each country’s stockpile.

The remainder of this comment is addressed in response MD045–4.


